C hances are, if you know a recent college graduate, you know someone grappling with student debt. According to the Project on Student Debt (http://projectonstudentdebt.org/), students who graduated with a bachelor's degree in 2012 accrued an average student debt of $29,400 and seven out of ten college seniors reported having student loans. In 2013 and 2014, student debt surpassed auto and credit card debt in the U.S. Meanwhile, over the past decade the price of textbooks in the U.S. has risen substantially higher than the rate of inflation. With many textbooks selling for $200 or more, it can be argued that the cost of textbooks is contributing to rising student debt.
Expensive textbooks also negatively impact teaching and student learning outcomes. The National Survey of Student Engagement (http://www.nsse.iub.edu/) reports that 27% of freshmen and 34% of seniors "often" or "very often" chose not to purchase required academic materials because of cost. Students who cannot afford required textbooks often struggle in their courses. Some students cannot take required courses or delay enrolling in courses based on the price of the textbook. As a result, their course loads drop, they take longer to graduate, or, worse of all, they drop out altogether.
Faculty, on the other hand, concern themselves with the quality and suitability of textbook content and not always with price. A faculty survey conducted at the university of South Florida (uSF) revealed that over 90% of faculty participate in the selection of textbooks adopted for courses. Faculty invest considerable time and effort in designing course curriculum around an adopted textbook. They often select traditional, sometimes expensive, textbooks where the only change they need to deal with is the release of a new edition. According to the survey, faculty place value on particular publishers and familiarity with the content. They also cite ease of use and the amount of time required to find an alternative textbook as reasons for using the same commercially-created textbooks semester after semester.
Academic institutions and federal and state governments continue to look for solutions to the problem of high-cost textbooks, solutions that take into consideration both student's financial needs and faculty's focus on quality content. Some solutions that are being explored include open access textbooks, online course readings in lieu of a textbook, collaborations between university presses and academic libraries, experimentation with online course reserve, and eBooks that might take the place of traditional textbooks. This article explores a possible solution through the efforts of academic institutions working in conjunction with major textbook publishers in three e-textbook pilots sponsored by internet2/EDuCAuSE.
The internet2/EDuCAuSE E-textbook Pilots, a Proof-of-Concept initiative
Following in the footsteps of indiana university and other universities, the first e-textbook pilot was launched under the organizational umbrella of internet2/EDuCAuSE in the fall of 2012 with 23 colleges and universities participating. The last of the three pilots ended in December of 2013.
Institutions paid a flat fee based on the anticipated number of participating students and the e-textbooks were provided to students and faculty at no cost. Courseload, the e-textbook platform used in the pilots, featured capabilities that allowed students and faculty to take and share notes, search within the e-textbook, and to bookmark, highlight, and read sections offline. Access to the e-textbook was granted through the course management system. Only one publisher participated in the initial pilot. In subsequent pilots, launched in the spring and fall of 2013, there was an increase in the number of publishers and a mix of new and returning institutions. In all pilots, institutions could opt to include open access course materials, such as open access textbooks, on the Courseload platform at no additional cost. /understanding-what-higher-education-needs-e-textbooks-educauseinternet2-pilot) . According to this report, of all of the stakeholders involved in the fall 2012 pilot -libraries, teaching and learning centers, information technology and instructional technology departments -the library was the most involved unit across all campuses.
Why did Librarians get involved?
uSF became involved primarily to determine if e-textbooks were an acceptable format to students and faculty and in the hopes of realizing lower textbook costs. The uSF Library viewed the pilot as an opportunity to help our students. We decided to participate as the neutral party, in a domain where there was significant money at stake. For the library, there was no potential for loss of revenue, unlike our commercially-run campus bookstore or the university itself, which realizes some of the bookstore profit.
More generally, we reasoned that librarians have a unique set of competencies and skills which are necessary to successfully implement an e-textbook pilot. Librarians are no stranger to innovative technologies, accessibility issues, the publishing industry, budgets, support issues, vendor negotiations, licensing, working with faculty and students, or dealing with bibliographic information. Librarians also possess strong project management skills and research and assessment expertise. Finally, librarians are curious. We wanted to know if an e-textbook and the e-textbook platform would have an impact on teaching and learning. This curiosity, coupled with the skills and abilities encompassed within librarianship, made it seem natural that the library should take on a leadership role and engage in the pilot implementations and assessments.
The Logistics of implementing the Pilot
In order to participate, colleges and universities were required to be members of EDuCAuSE or internet2 and had to secure funding in advance. Fees for the first pilot were based on tiers that ranged from 800 students (Tier I, $20,000) to 1,600 students (Tier II, $35,000). To help determine level of participation, each campus gathered data on publisher specific textbook adoptions. There was some financial risk involved in deciding whether to participate in the pilot at Tier I or II, as faculty had to be both willing to participate in the pilot and able to adopt an e-textbook that was included in the pilot.
Administrative and academic buy-in from diverse units on campus was necessary. uSF's Provost, Faculty Senate, General Counsel, Information Technology (IT), Office of Student Disabilities, and the University Bookstore all had a say in whether to move forward on the pilot. For many institutions, getting permission or a waiver from the campus bookstore was a non-starter. Each college or university was required to sign a Memorandum of Understanding confirming that there were no contractual conflicts, such as an exclusivity clause, with the textbook provider on campus.
Once the agreements were signed, faculty were recruited at each institution. Criteria used to select faculty and courses for participation varied from campus to campus, but at a minimum, faculty who were selected had to adopt a textbook from a publisher included in the pilot. Additional criteria for inclusion in the pilots included: faculty interest and comfort in experimenting with new technology; number of students and discipline of the course; and e-textbook availability. To ensure return on investment, each institution worked to ensure the highest level of participation based on the designated tier while applying the institutional specific selection criteria.
The Work of the Pilots: Commercial E-textbook Publishers and Courseload
Once faculty were recruited, content had to be secured and enabled in the learning management system (LMS). Frustratingly, not all textbooks from each publisher's catalog were available to be used in the pilots. Some e-textbooks were withheld for financial reasons: publishers, concerned about lost revenue, removed many popular and heavily-used e-textbooks from their catalogs during the pilot. The electronic versions of other textbooks were simply not available at all, and the conversion process from print to online could take weeks from point of notification to delivery. Plus, if the electronic version of a textbook wasn't requested from the publisher in the first pilot, that textbook was often ineligible for inclusion in the second and third pilots. Finally, some textbooks were not available at all, for reasons unknown.
Activation of the content began with communicating the information on textbook adoption, course data, and student counts to Courseload and to the publisher(s). Institutions installed the Courseload building block in their learning management system and then Courseload linked the e-textbook to the appropriate course using the course code. Once the content was in place, unique user aids and documentation were created for students and faculty by the participating colleges and universities. Staff developed Web pages, provided in-person or virtual training for the faculty, and engaged IT for possible support issues.
While the pilot was in progress, work on assessment began. Pilot participants could engage in any or all three of the following assessments which were developed by the participants with the guidance and organizational expertise of internet2: 1) baseline study that gathered basic elements such as demographics and course information using two different instruments, one for students and another for faculty;
2) pilot implementation survey; and 3) teaching and learning survey.
All Dressed up and No Where to go
All three e-textbook pilots required considerable investments in time, energy, and money. Even with the support of internet2 and EDuCAuSE, there are unresolved issues following the pilots. At the end of the fall 2012 pilot, the cost of e-textbooks emerged as the most important issue. uSF and other pilot participants have yet to arrive at a business plan beyond the "100% sell-through" model in which all students pay a fee upon enrollment in a course in order to access the e-textbook. Many colleges and universities are reluctant or unable to disallow student choice, and publishers need that guarantee of revenue to begin discussions on reduced pricing. Another barrier is the implementation of such fees, especially because they are often viewed as an additional financial burden on students. The process for obtaining approval for such fees is arduous and lengthy. Finally, in some states or institutions, such fees cannot even be considered.
Scalability is another issue. Supporting a relatively small number of courses during a pilot for one semester was a huge, complicated undertaking; scaling up to a production-level environment will require significant investments, ones that will eat away at the costs savings passed on to students.
At uSF, faculty who participated in the three pilots remain enthusiastic about the use of e-textbooks and the pilots. They expressed their primary motivation for participation as an opportunity to save students money and experiment with e-textbook technology. However, without the ability to advance a student e-textbook fee and the publishers' reluctance to negotiate without the guarantee of full student participation, we are all dressed up and have nowhere to go. 
GoAl i HoPe To ACHieve Five YeArS FroM noW:
The number of faculty using OER (and collaborating with academic librarians to do so) as student learning content far exceeds the number of faculty using commercial textbooks; academic libraries no longer need to purchase and supply any copies of textbooks. HoW/WHere do i See THe indUSTrY in Five YeArS: I think the name of the game will be information personalization. We need to figure out better ways to make library services unique to the individual or allow individuals to harness the power of their consumer technology to shape a more customized library experience. Artificial intelligence agents should play some role in this area of industry development. AlI technology is likely to advance enough in the next five years to allow us or our community members to create that more personallyenhanced relationship with the library. 
